Complainant  argues  further  that  allowing  a mine operator
to escape  liability under  section  111 on the basis of  the
respondent's  narrow  and  technical   interpretation,   would  be
contrary to  the mandate  of  Congress  that  the Act  be construed
liberally  to  further   its  primary purpose,   the protection  of
miners.     Citing   the   legislative  history of  the Act,   complainant
asserts  that  the  Congressional  drafters  of  section  111 viewed
it as   "a remedial  provision which also furnishes added
incentive  for  the   operator  to  comply with  the  law,"     Complainant
concludes  that  requiring  the respondent  to pay up  to one
week's   compensation   in   this  case  best  comports with  the
Congressional  intent behind  section  111.

In response  to  the  respondent's arguments  that the miners
had already been  idled  by  the  section  103 (k)   order  by  the  time
the  inspector   issued  the  section  107 (a)   order,   complainant
asserts  that  it  is well-settled  that miners are considered
idled,   for purposes of  section 111,   by the issuance of  a
section  107 (a)   order,   regardless  of   the  fact  that  they may
have  been  previously  withdrawn  from  the mine,   and  regardless
of whether the prior removal  resulted from a voluntary action
on the  part  of   the  operator  or  whether  it  resulted  from  the
issuance  of  an  earlier  withdrawal  order.     UMWA District  31  v.
Clinchfield  Coal   Co.,   1  MSHC  1668   (1978);   UMWA Local   2244,
District  5  v.   Consolidation  Coal  Co,,   1 MSHC  1674   (1978) ;
Roscoe  Page v.   Valley  Camp Coal  Co. ,   1 MSHC  1394   (1976);
and  Peabody  Coal   Co.   v.   Mineworkers,   1 MSHC  2220   (1979) ,

Finally,   complainant  argues  that on  the  facts  of  the
instant  case,   the  condition   that  caused  the  idling  of  the  miners
was the  explosion.     Since the  explosion is the  same condition
that led to the  issuance of  the  section 107 (a)   imminent danger
order,   complainant  concludes  that  it provides a nexus  sufficient
to justify compensation under  section 111,  and that if the
violations  had been  issued  simultaneously with the  section
107(a)   order,   the  idled miners would have been entitled to up
to one week's  compensation.     Complainant  concludes  further
that allowing  an  operator  to escape  liability in those  situations
where the violations  leading  to  the order are detected after
the order's  issuance,   removes a powerful incentive to comply
with the law.     Such.an  approach,  maintains complainant,   serves
to reward  those  operators  who,   by  their failure to  comply
with the law,   create the most  extreme  forms of an imminently
dangerous  situation:     an  explosion  leading to a  shutdown
of the  entire mine.

In  Docket No.   PENN  84-159-C,   the complainant asserts
that the violations which led to the issuance of the 59 orders
were  independent  and  separate  from any violations which may
have  contributed   "to  the  events which closed the mine on
February 16,   1984."     Complainant also asserts that but for
these violations,   the mine would have reopened upon abatement
of the violations,   and  that as  a  result of these violations
the reopening of  the mine was delayed by several weeks.
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